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Examiner's Detailed Office Action 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to Amendment After Non-Final filed April 8, 2009. 

2. Claim 1-26, 29 and 30 will be examined. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 1-26, 29 and 30 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barrett 
et al. (USPN 6,029,144, referred to as Barrett) in view of Karras et al. (USPubN 2002/0138301, 
referred to as Karras). 



Regarding claim 1, 24 and 26: 
Barrett teaches, 

a first apparatus (Barrett; Column(C) 6, Lines(L) 6-12; EN: Having not further defined 
the applicant's claimed "first apparatus" in the claimed invention, the examiner has found 
that the claimed "first apparatus" reads on the policy checker taught by Barrett.) adapted 
to detect fuzzy process definitions (Barrett; C 6, L 6-12; EN: Having not further defined 
the applicant's claimed "fuzzy process definitions" in the claimed invention, the 
examiner has found that the claimed "fuzzy process definitions" read on the policies and 
rules taught by Barrett.); 
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a second apparatus (Barrett; C 8, L 9-21; EN: Having not further defined the applicant's 
claimed "second apparatus" in the claimed invention, the examiner has found that the 
claimed "second apparatus" reads on the auditor system taught by Barrett.) adapted to 
control activity stages in a workflow for the purpose of processing the process definitions 
(Barrett; C 8, L 44-50; EN: The examiner has found that in not further defining the 
applicant's claimed "control [of] activity stages" in the claimed invention, that the 
"control [of] activity stages" reads on the management of workflow by the auditor 
workflow system as taught by Barrett. Furthermore, based on the applicant not teaching 
what the "control" is based on the examiner asserts that the "control" can be based on 
input instructions from a human operator and performed by the auditor system as taught 
by Barrett.); and 

means for evaluating the process definitions for each process instance (Barrett; C 8, L 26- 
29; EN: Having not further defined the applicant's claimed "means" in the claimed 
invention, the examiner has found that the claimed "means" would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art in light of Barrett teaching the processing (i.e. evaluating) 
of policies and rules at each stage of the audit process.), the means for evaluating 
including a functional stage for initiating an activity associated with an activity stage 
(Barrett; C 6, L 31-35; EN: The examiner takes the position that in not further defining 
the applicant's claimed functional stages in the claimed invention, the "initiating of 
activity" is inherent in Barrett teaching the performing of audits by the policy checker.) 
and reporting the state of the activity to the second apparatus (Barrett; C 6, L 31-35; EN: 
The examiner takes the position that the term "approve" is an exemplary embodiment of 
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the reporting of the state of the policy checker audit performed in the invention of Barrett 
et al, and that he anticipates the applicant's claimed reporting.). 
Barrett does not teach the use of hospital or clinical data in a workflow management 
system. 
However, Karras does teach, 

The use of hospital or clinical data in a workflow management system (Karras: If 0008). 
Regarding claim 26, the examiner takes the position that the claiming of the elimination 
of human intervention would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention. This position is based on the fact that the automation of tasks that can 
be performed by a human would have been obvious considering that regardless of human 
intervention the final result is the same. 

It would have been obvious tone of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the workflow system of Barrett with the healthcare workflow management 
system of Karras for the purpose of improving healthcare facility workflow (Karras: U 
0008). 



Regarding claim 2: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses 
includes an interference machine (Barrett; C 11, L 1-15; EN: The examiner takes the 
position Kohonen network acts as a interference machine in the invention of Barrett 
This "interference" is apparent in the operations of weighting inputs and the delivering 
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(forwarding) of usage pattern statistics (instruction) that are used in later phases (activity 
stages) to determine which usage patterns have high probability of fraud). 

Regarding claim 3: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses 
includes an interference mechanism, arranged in an interference machine (Barrett; C 13, 
L 57-59) and in contact with a process instance manager, adapted to forward a signal 
corresponding to the respective instruction for activities of the activity stages to the 
process instance manager (EN: The examiner takes the position that the SOM neural 
network acts as an interference machine. This "interference" is apparent in the operation 
of creating fraud detection rules that can be used to detect patterns indicative of fraud. 
Additionally, the examiner takes the position that although not explicitly stated, the 
existence of a process instance manager is inherent in the process of the auditor workflow 
system tracking the path of an expense entry through the phases of the audit (C 8, L 26- 
29)). 

Regarding claim 4: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Previously Presented) The workflow management system wherein the means for 
evaluating includes a control stage (EN: The examiner takes the position that the auditor 
system controls process flow according to the rules is apparent in the statement that 
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modifications made to the system by the rules are saved (Barrett; C 8, L 19-21)), supplied 
with an activity threshold (Barrett; C 14, L 1 1-14) by an evaluation stage (Barrett; C 14, 
L 1 1-14) for the process status and connected to the functional stage for carrying out the 
activities (EN: The examiner takes the position that although a functional stage for 
carrying out activities is not explicitly recited, it is inherent in the invention and is 
apparent in the process of determining if accumulated expense entries exceed a threshold 
value in Column 14, Lines 11-14), and wherein the functional stage is adapted to forward 
a signal corresponding to the respective state of the activities of the activity stages to the 
process instance manager (EN: The examiner takes the position that the process of 
forward a signal corresponding to the respective state of the activities to the process 
instance manager is equivalent to the process of forward an employees serial number and 
entry keys (signals) that indicate possible fraud (respective states of the auditing 
activities) to an administration system (process instance manager)). 



Regarding claim 5: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is 
adapted to deliver instructions (Barrett; C 8, L 44-45; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that in guiding the auditors, the auditor workflow system delivers some form of 
instructions) to activities of the activity stages with an associated continuous variable 
(EN: The examiner takes the position that the continuous variables claimed by the 
applicant are equivalent to the flags, taught by Barrett, in Column 12, Lines 54-57), the 
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instructions being compared with an activity threshold (Barrett; C 14, L 1 1-14;) for the 
control stage and providing corresponding "fuzzy" worklists (Barrett; C 8, L 36-38; 
"work lists"; EN: The examiner takes the position that because the fraud detection 
process taught by Barrett completes task based on fuzzy rules, it would be inherent for all 
work list to be fuzzy list. This is apparent because the completion of a task would be 
dependent on whether certain rules were executed. This is also apparent in the fact that 
the invention of Barrett continuously modifies rules (Barrett; C 13, L 51-52)) for each 
activity of the activity stages, which reports its state to the at least one apparatus in the 
form of continuous variables. 

Regarding claim 6: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses 
includes causal networks (Barrett; C 10, L 52-54; EN: The examiner takes the position 
that the SOM taught by Barrett is a causal network. This is evident in the fact that based 
on its analysis of expense patterns (cause) it makes rules (effect) (C 1 1, L 16-21)). 

Regarding claim 7: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is 
adapted to operate on the basis of the laws of fuzzy logic (Barrett; C 12, L 54-57; EN: 
The examiner takes the position that the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the 
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expense entries, and as a result of the logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently 
"fuzzy"). 

Regarding claim 8: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is 
adapted to operate on the basis of the laws of probability-based modeling (Barrett; C 1 1 , 
L 8-11). 

Regarding claim 9: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is 
adapted to operate on the basis of the laws of general weighting (Barrett; C 1 1, L 6-7). 

Regarding claim 10: 
Barrett teaches, 

detecting, by a clinical workflow management system in the hospital or hospital 
department, fuzzy process definitions (Barrett; C 6, L 6-12; EN: Having not further 
defined the applicant's claimed "fuzzy process definitions" in the claimed invention, the 
examiner has found that the claimed "fuzzy process definitions" read on the policies and 
rules taught by Barrett.) of a clinical workflow for patient treatment; 
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controlling, by the clinical workflow management system in the hospital or hospital 
department, activity stages according to said fuzzy process definitions in said clinical 
workflow for the purpose of processing the process definitions (Barrett; C 8, L 44-50; 
EN: The examiner has found that in not further defining the applicant's claimed "control 
[of] activity stages" in the claimed invention, that the "control [of] activity stages" reads 
on the management of workflow by the auditor workflow system as taught by Barrett. 
Furthermore, based on the applicant not teaching what the "control" is based on the 
examiner asserts that the "control" can be based on input instructions from a human 
operator and performed by the auditor system as taught by Barrett.); and 
evaluating, by the clinical workflow management system in the hospital or hospital 
department, the process definitions for each clinical process instance (Barrett; C 8, L 26- 
29; EN: The examiner takes the position that the applicant's claimed "evaluating" reads 
on Barrett teaching the processing (i.e. evaluating) of policies and rules at each stage of 
the audit process.), the evaluating including at least initiating an activity associated with 
an activity stage (Barrett; C 6, L 31-35; EN: The examiner takes the position that in not 
further defining the applicant's claimed functional stages in the claimed invention, the 
"initiating of activity" is inherent in Barrett teaching the performing of audits by the 
policy checker.) and reporting the state of the activity to be used in controlling the 
activity stages(Barrett; C 6, L 31-35; EN: The examiner takes the position that the term 
"approve" is an exemplary embodiment of the reporting of the state of the policy checker 
audit performed in the invention of Barrett et al., and that he anticipates the applicant's 
claimed reporting.). 
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Barrett does not teach the use of hospital or clinical data in a workflow management 
system. 
However, Karras does teach, 

The use of hospital or clinical data in a workflow management system (Karras: | 0008). 
It would have been obvious tone of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine the workflow system of Barrett with the healthcare workflow management 
system of Karras for the purpose of improving healthcare facility workflow (Karras: Tf 
0008). 

Regarding claim 1 1 : 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed using 
at least one of fuzzy rules and relations (Barrett; C 12, L 54-57; EN: The examiner takes 
the position that the use of fuzzy rules to identify expenses as fraud (relate expenses to 
fraud), in the invention Barrett, anticipates applicant's claimed invention). 

Regarding claim 12: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the 
basis of the rules of fuzzy logic (Barrett; C 12, L 54-57; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the expense entries, and as a 
result of the logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently "fuzzy"). 
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Regarding claim 13: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the 
basis of the rules of probability-based modeling (Barrett; C 1 1, L 8-1 1). 

Regarding claim 14: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the 
basis of the rules of control systems (Barrett; C 8, L 44-45) with priority weighting 
(Barrett; C 14, L 21-23; EN: The examiner takes the position that priority weighting 
claimed by the applicant and the priority ranking taught by Barrett are equivalent and as a 
result Barrett anticipates applicant's claimed invention. 

Regarding claim 15: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses 
includes an interference mechanism, arranged in an interference machine (Barrett; C 13, 
L 57-59) and in contact with a process instance manager, adapted to forward a signal 
corresponding to the respective instruction for activities of the activity stages to the 
process instance manager (EN: The examiner takes the position that the SOM neural 
network acts as an interference machine. This "interference" is apparent in the operation 
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of creating fraud detection rules that can be used to detect patterns indicative of fraud. 
Additionally, the examiner takes the position that although not explicitly stated, the 
existence of a process instance manager is inherent in the process of the auditor workflow 
system tracking the path of an expense entry through the phases of the audit (Barrett; C 8, 
L 26-29)). 

Regarding claim 16: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is 
adapted to deliver instructions (Barrett; C 8, L 44-45; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that in guiding the auditors, the auditor workflow system delivers some form of 
instructions) to activities of the activity stages with an associated continuous variable 
(EN: The examiner takes the position that the continuous variables claimed by the 
applicant are equivalent to the flags, taught by Barrett, in Column 12, Lines 54-57), the 
instructions being compared with an activity threshold (Barrett; C 14, L 11-14; 
"threshold value") for the control stage and providing corresponding "fuzzy" worklists 
(Barrett; C 8, L 36-38; EN: The examiner takes the position that because the fraud 
detection process taught by Barrett completes task based on fuzzy rules, it would be 
inherent for all work list to be fuzzy list. This is apparent because the completion of a 
task would be dependent on whether certain rules were executed. This is also apparent in 
the fact that the invention of Barrett continuously modifies rules (Barrett; C 13, L 51-52)) 
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for each activity of the activity stages, which reports its state to the at least one apparatus 
in the form of continuous variables. 



Regarding claim 17: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is 
adapted to deliver instructions (Barrett; C 8, L 44-45; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that in guiding the auditors, the auditor workflow system delivers some form of 
instructions) to activities of the activity stages with an associated continuous variable 
(EN: The examiner takes the position that the continuous variables claimed by the 
applicant are equivalent to the flags, taught by Barrett, in Column 12, Lines 54-57), the 
instructions being compared with an activity threshold (Barrett; C 14, L 1 1-14) for the 
control stage and providing corresponding "fuzzy" worklists (Barrett; C 8, L 36-38; EN: 
The examiner takes the position that because the fraud detection process taught by Barrett 
completes task based on fuzzy rules, it would be inherent for all work list to be fuzzy list. 
This is apparent because the completion of a task would be dependent on whether certain 
rules were executed. This is also apparent in the fact that the invention of Barrett 
continuously modifies rules (Barrett; C 13, L 51-52)) for each activity of the activity 
stages, which reports its state to the at least one apparatus in the form of continuous 
variables. 



Regarding claim 18: 
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Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The workflow management system wherein at least one of the apparatuses is 
adapted to deliver instructions (Barrett; C 8, L 44-45; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that in guiding the auditors, the auditor workflow system delivers some form of 
instructions) to activities of the activity stages with an associated continuous variable 
(EN: The examiner takes the position that the continuous variables claimed by the 
applicant are equivalent to the flags, taught by Barrett, in Column 12, Lines 54-57), the 
instructions being compared with an activity threshold (Barrett; C 14, L 1 1-14) for the 
control stage and providing corresponding "fuzzy" worklists (Barrett; C 8, L 36-38; EN: 
The examiner takes the position that because the fraud detection process taught by Barrett 
completes task based on fuzzy rules, it would be inherent for all work list to be fuzzy list. 
This is apparent because the completion of a task would be dependent on whether certain 
rules were executed. This is also apparent in the fact that the invention of Barrett 
continuously modifies rules (Barrett; C 13, L 51-52)) for each activity of the activity 
stages, which reports its state to the at least one apparatus in the form of continuous 
variables. 

Regarding claim 19: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the 
basis of the rules of fuzzy logic (Barrett; C 12, L 54-57; EN: The examiner takes the 
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position that the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the expense entries, and as a 
result of the logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently "fuzzy"). 

Regarding claim 20: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the 
basis of the rules of probability-based modeling (Barrett; C 1 1, L 8-1 1). 

Regarding claim 21 : 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the 
basis of the rules of fuzzy logic (Barrett; C 12, L 54-57; EN: The examiner takes the 
position that the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the expense entries, and as a 
result of the logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently "fuzzy"). 

Regarding claim 22: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Previously Presented) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are 
performed on the basis of the rules of fuzzy logic (Barrett; C 12, L 54-57; EN: The 
examiner takes the position that the fuzzy rules define the logic used to process the 
expense entries, and as a result of the logic rules being "fuzzy", the logic is inherently 
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"fuzzy"). 

Regarding claim 23 : 
Barrett teaches, 

(Original) The method wherein the continuous mapping operations are performed on the 
basis of the rules of probability-based modeling (Barrett; C 1 1, L 8-1 1). 

Regarding claim 25: 
Barrett teaches, 

(Previously Presented) The workflow management system wherein the first and second 
apparatuses are separate and discrete apparatuses (Barrett; FIG 2; EN: The examiner 
takes the position that in teaching the policy checker and the audit workflow system 
being 2 distinct inventions items, that it is inherent that they are "separate and distinct 
apparatuses".). 

Regarding claim 29 and 30: 
Barrett teaches, 

(New) The workflow management system wherein the activity stages are controlled 
independent of human intervention (Barrett: EN: The examiner takes the position that it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to automate functions that can 
be performed by a human.). 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on April 8, 2009 have been fully considered but are found to be non- 
persuasive. The unpersuasive arguments made by the Applicant are stated below: 

In reference to Applicant's argument: 

The auditor system 256 of Barrett routes this information to human auditors who accept, reject or 
modify the changes by policy checker 208. The auditor system 256 does not "control activity 
stages according to said fuzzy process definitions in said clinical workflow for the purpose of 
processing the process definitions" as required by claim 1 . 

Examiner's response: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's argument and has takes the position that the 
applicant's main argument is that a human auditor and not fuzzy process definitions, control the 
"activity stages" in the prior art. However, the examiner asserts that the replacing of a human 
auditor with "fuzzy process definitions" would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. Especially in light of the fact that the auditor and the fuzzy process definitions perform 
essentially the same function and the fact that the fuzzy process definitions could be replaced by 
a human auditor and would perform the same function. Finally, the examiner has relied on In re 
Venner which held that "broadly providing an automatic or mechanical means to replace a 
manual activity which accomplished the same result is not sufficient to distinguish of the prior 
art". 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
Nado et al. (USPN 6,31 1,166) is cited for his method of analyzing controls in an accounting 
system model. 



Examiner's Opinion: 

The examiner has considered the applicant's arguments in light of the claimed invention. 
Furthermore, the examiner respectfully reminds the applicant that "during examination, 
the claims must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow". (MPEP 
2111.01 [R-5] I) 



It is the goal of the Examiner to move the applicant's claimed invention towards 
allowability. However, as presently claimed, the applicant's claimed invention is 
substantially broad and is broad enough to read on the prior art of record. The examiner 
respectfully request that the applicant consider what the invention is, and where the line 
between the prior art (cited by the examiner and/or known by the applicant) and the 
applicant's intended invention lay. This request is made so the examiner can help the 
applicant arrive at claim language that not only traverses the language taught in the 
presently pending and/or previously disclosed prior art, but also traverses concepts taught 
(or suggested) in prior art known by the examiner and/or applicant which has not been 
cited. Also, the examiner is more than willing to have an interview with applicant, but 
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requests that the applicant disclose what he or she considers to be the most inventive 
portion of the claimed and/or disclosed invention. 

• The examiner respectfully requests that should the applicant submit further 
correspondence, that the applicant contact the examiner prior to said submittal. 
This contact should be made to schedule a telephonic or in person interview with 
the examiner, applicant's representative and if necessary the applicant. 
Additionally, this contact should be made in an effort to move the claim language 
away from broad software coding concepts which would have been known at the 
time of invention and more towards the novel portions of the claimed invention. 

Should the applicant choose to amend, the Examiner respectfully suggests that the 
applicant more explicitly recite what the applicant considers to be the most novel portion 
of the disclosed invention in the claimed invention. (The previously cited suggestions are 
not a recitation of allowable subject matter, but are rather subject matter 
disclosed/claimed by the applicant which will help further distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art. Furthermore, any amendment will require further searching 
of the prior art.). 

Claims 1-26, 29 and 30 are rejected. 



Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
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Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Adrian L. Kennedy whose telephone number is (571) 270-1505. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon -Fri 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
David Vincent can be reached on (571) 272-3687. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
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